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adding a branch lin¢ in the vicinity of the junction of Queen and Waimanu Streets. This would
likely near double the width of the rail bed. The drawings also show that these two rail lines cross
over one another at Piikoi and Kona Streets with one line continuing at the 35 feet level and the
ong above at 65 feet. This may be an even greater eyesore than was in the original plan.

How are the two Ala Moana stations going to work? And how are the promised three minute
headways to be maintained with these future extensions.

Further, if Ala Moana Center and the Convention Center are transfer points to Waikiki and UH
Manoa, how will that work environmentally? If UH Manoa and Waikiki are also to have service
every three minutes, how is that going to work with three separate lines — Ala Moana only line,
UH Manoa line and Waikiki line — in operation?

Is the lower Ala Moana Station to be torn down and replaced by the originally contemplated
higher one? Or is it that the structures at Ala Moana Center present insurmountable engineering
difficulties and that the City has no plan to ever build beyond Ala Moana Center?

Or is it that the “planned extensions™ could not possibly pass the FTA’s cost-effectiveness test? It
is obvious that the “planned extensions,” which would require a separate EIS,” would not come
close to meeting the cost-effectiveness requirements.

In another significant omission, the Draft EIS does not give total transit boarding or trip data for
the various rail alternatives, only Fixed Guideway Boardings.'’ However, according to the
Alternatives Analysis the greatest transit ridership generated of all the rail alternatives is 294,100
versus 281,900 for the 20.7 mile MOS. That is a mere 4.5 percent increase in ridership requiring a
25 percent increase in capital costs, again according to the Alternatives Analysis.

Frankly, failing a coherent plan that addresses these issues, we are presently inclined to believe
that Ala Moana Center is the final terminus and there may well be no real intent to build the
“planned extensions.”

Had the City Council and the public been aware of this segmentation at the time of the
Alternatives Analysis and Scoping, the public responses may well have been very different. For
example, the Managed Lane Alternative would have been considered more useful if there was to
be no direct rail connection to UH Manoa.

In addition, the Minimum Operable Segment will have almost no impact on residential property
in the dense urban areas whereas the planned extensions to UH Manoa and Waikiki will have
significant adverse impacts on high rise condominiums, hotels, and family dwellings.

For all these reasons the Locally Preferred Alterative should be examined in the EIS in its
entirety as was intended by both Notices of Intent and authorized by the City Council and as
required by law.

®  Draft EIS, 2-41.
" Draft EIS, Table 3-28.
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